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in the bilingual classroom and community. Phase II consisted of the
development of field techniques and a teacher observation instrument
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m1croethnograph1c/soc1ol1ngu1st1c field methods, and development of
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described in order to provide evaluative information regarding the
ethnographic/sociolinguistic approach to language proficiency
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. Introduction : N -

*

Tne research reported in this paper was implemented under the Assessment
of Language Proficiency of 8ilingual Persons (ALPBP) project. ‘The two-year
project is funded by the National Institute of Education (NIE) and adminis-

tered by InterAmerica Research Associates.

The purpose of this paper is to describe the teacher training program
implemented over a ‘two year period in cooperation with Tucson Unified School
District (TUSD). TUSD was selected as the training site for the ALPBP project

because oTxthe district's interest in the development of innovative approaches

to the education o language minority students. TUSD serves a communi ty in k
excess of 500,000. proximately 57,000 students are ;anrolled in TUSD schoolé
Approximately 16,000, or 28.4%, are‘Hispanic, of which aporoximately 11,000 have

' been identified as having a primary language other than Engl'ish. In additignh,
the school district also services abou.t 1,000 students from'79 variou‘s la.n uade
backgrounds,

TUSD administrator;s felt that the ALPBP teacher training brogram in
' . _‘e_tb_n,ograpﬁ,i_/;s,q;ioﬁl iﬂgilléii.g_ﬂe_t,h_QdOLo.gj_es_uonL;:l.com;lLemenL, their efforts_in .

developing a nontraditional language proficiency assessment instrument, the

Language Proficidncy Measure (LPM)/(A'USD, 1981) . The educators who became

/

involved in the training program were teachers and ‘administrators from the

school district. District administrators had an opportunity to input in the
content of the program during the planning stage through, a variety of phone

conversations and on-site meetings. Teachers had an opportunity to contri-
~

Y
\ bute to the training olan through a needs assessment survey and formal and

informal meetings. \ . ’ b (




The general goal of the trainiﬁb component of the ALPSP project was to

providelé forum whereJﬁ‘teachers and administrators would explore the application
S .
of ethnographic/sociolinguistic theories and methodoldgiés applied to language

-

' - proficiency assessmeif practices. In order_to accomplish this goal, bilingual
and monolingual educators were provided with a background in linguistics,
sociolingyistics, gthqography of speaking, measurement, and researcﬁ me thodolcgy ©
The expectgd ougcome'of the training was that it would enable Tucson educators
to develop more effectiye language p}oficiency assessment strategies applicable

to their particular student population.

s

The process of establishing a relationship with TUSD administrators and o
teachers took place over approximately a six month;period in the fall and
winter of°1979. The actual training was implemented in three phases: Phase
| consisted of a graduate level coursé, offered during the spring semester of

1980. Phase || was implemented in the form of a three week intensive work-

shop in the summer of 1980. Ouring thhgvmrkshop, the Teacher Observation

Instrument (T0S) was developed. Phase | the last of the ALP8P training

component implemented in Tucson, consisted of several stages. The first
——-—~-- —constitiuted a preparation stage wherein the ALPBP project staff identified

salient issues to be considered for the field testing of the T0S. Following

~

the preparation stage, a workshop was implemented in the spring of 1981 &o

jad give teachers more formal training in %icroethnographic/sociolinguistic Fiela
methods. This wa; undertaken with the speci fic purpose of enabling TUSD
teachq{s to field test the Igi. The next stage consiste? 6f the development
of criteria fOf-ana]yzing the TOS fisld test results. The\{inalization.of

thi's process took place in.a two-day meeting in the summer of 1981 with a

TUSD representative, the ALPBP Project Director, and ALPBP Research Associate.

-+

~
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A detawyled description of Phase &a?s fourd ‘in Philips' article in this mono-

« - £
graph. The actual training brocess and outcomes from Phases 11 and 111 are
fully described in the body of the paper. The conclysion focuses on evalyative

information identifying limitatiofis and significance of the ALPBP teacher

training program in Tucson. ,

Theoretical and.Methodoloéical Approach

Y

Traditionalfx, schools have used a developmental model of acquisition of
communicative skills baséd on white middle-class children's socialization
experiences. This mode! assumes children come to school having th; same
basic experiences at home dnd in the community. It aléé assuhes~ that ‘cognitive
and Iingﬁistic skill Jevelopment‘follows a rather fixed growth curve which

¢

takes as the norm 4Lite middle-class cfﬁ‘&ren's éevelopmental characteristics.
These assumptions are reflected in standard monolingual curriculum objectives .
as well as in the segmentation of knowledge by grade level. The model fails

to recognize culturally different language socialization experiences of

children from multilingual/multiculturadl backgrounds. It lacks the necessary

flexibility to build upbn variability in the acquisition of communicatitve

skills. by children ofsdifferent cultural backgrounds, and to relate these
%ki)”s to the Igarning of newlconcepts at school. This lack of understanding

and acceptance of cu]turally different language socialization patterns of -
, .

communica}ion may be a major factor contributing to the poor performance in

\ 1
"school by languagé-minority students™(Philips, Note 1).

Recognizing /the inadequacies of this traditional model, an ethnographic/
. - 14 .

sociolinguistic approach to communicative proficiency and its assessment was

!




adopted for use in the ALPBP teacher training program. The approach entails

both theoretical and methodological considerations about the nature of children's
/ ’ .

language acquisition, language use, and its measurement.
L :

’ L]

From a theoretical perspective, the concept of language pfoficiency_is

seen as embracing "the child's full range of social uses of language and fon-
verbal signals rather than encompassing uses associated with the transmigsion

‘'of literacy skills of reading and writing” (Philips, in press, .p. 3).
' ¢

kln order to operationalize this interpretation of the language ‘construct,

Briere's (1979) integrative model of communicative proficiency was modified for

'use'in the training process to include those factors which influence children's

language development and language use. The model, illustrated in Figure 1y

consists of four basic components: linguistic competence and linguistic per=-

formance -~ based on Chomsky's (1965) dndefstanding of language -~ and socio~

*

linguistic competence and socidlinguistic performance -- based on Hymes (1972)

interpretation of communicative competence.

Figure 1, A& SOCIOLINGUISTIC/LINGUISTIC MODEL OF COMMUNICATIVE PROFICIENCY
(Adapted from Briere, 1979)

\
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SOCIOLINGUISTIC COHPEMENCE ’
LINGUISTIC COMPETENCE
o - — = - = = — == Xnowledge of aoproprlate use
d xnowledge of the grammar of language In social context
afl the language
.-
»
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QEVELOPHEMTAL FACTORS . )
tmotional -~ )
thysicat R o
{ognitive .
Linguistie s . . ,
A 4 ) i ,
e SOCIOLINGUISTIC PEAFOANANCE
LINGUISTIC PERFORBANCE
A -t - - = = =~ = _Appropriate use of language
Use of language skills in 2 glven soclal conctext /
by Jamain Lox
J 3



»
. Linguistic competence refers to the intuitive knowledge a native speaker
A)

1 has about the rules of the grammar of his/her language(s) (i.es, phonology,

~

N
syntax, and the lexicon). This refers, for example, to the tacit knowledge a

native English-speaking student has about when and how to use Both regular and
. N
irreguiar plurals, to make verb and noun agreements, or to understand the

sounds of the dialectal variations spoken in various communities.

- Linguistic performance refers to the actual use the speaker makes of
his/her linguistic competence using the 'proper'' grammar and vocabulary. !
These skills are evidenced in the ability to comprehend ar{d'Speak as well as

to read and write if literacy skills have been introduced.

-

Sociol inguistic competence refers to the knowledge awnative speaker has
about the approp.r‘iate‘use of his/her languyage within‘diff’er‘ent social environ-
ments, |.e., the tacit"’knowledge of what to say to whom, for what reason(s) '
and under what cir'cumstan-ce (s). In the school setting, it referg to the

knowledge a student has of the appropriate rules of interaction and interpre- )

tation when interacting with teachers, peers and other participants.

1

Sociolinguistic perfor\r%@ers to the acftual communicative behaviors
of a speaker which lead other merﬁb\éx;'ksu"‘c’:“'i‘)‘*a.” speech comfunity to believe that
he/she is communicating appropriately. For example, in U.S. schools teachers
often ex;)ect students to look “them in the eye while being reprimanded or ‘when
respond i ng'. In some cultures this is considered inappropriate; thus, if a
student does nog provide a response appropriate to the culture,”a teacher

-

unfamil iar with the child's cultural background might conclude that the student

is disrespectful or uncooperative. .




3 .

The ethnographic perspective requires the apphication of methodologies

.

- -

which support observation of naturally occurring iqte}SgE]6h5,~pacqujpant

P -

_ observations and»%gterviews as research tools for determining the nature of

children's communicative proficiency. This is in contrast to expérimental

methodologies whicQ focus on language interactions in contrived rather ,than

A

? natural settings. By their very nature, experimental methodologies disregard
|
|

children's natural language abilities because they fbcus on knowledge of

language skills which may lie outside their socialf§zation experiences-.

- -

In an effort to develop observational criteria to be used in analyzing

7

observations of children's naturally occurring communicative interactions and
- relate these to communicative proficiency, ALPBP project staff reviewed
current theoretical and applied research on the nature of language and its

functional uses. Following is a brief summary from that review. ‘
\ . -
. Y

¥

-

Hymes (196h):argues that knowledge of a laﬁguage implies more than an .
innate and subconscious knowjedge of the rules of the language (Chomsky, 1965).

He suggests that language use within a speech community consists of culturally

N

ifnfluenced communication modes, which include systematic patterning of speech

governed by social rules. He proposes that an ethnography of speaking is
required to describe the patterns of language use in terms of their distribu-
tion and function. He categorizes language in terms of basic functions:

expressive, directive, and referential.

. " - . - N\
Halliday (1973) categorizes language functions as instrumental, regula-
. . , . A
tory, interactional, heuristic, personal, imaginative and representational. )

The instrumental function, according to Halliday, serves to ménipulatq the

environment, to cause certain events to happen, such as ''don't touch the stove!"

[}

( » v




etc. The regulatory function serves in con{roll?ng events tﬁ}ough the use of
_approval, disapproval, etc. Tha"réb?éSéﬁtatfona+~fuﬂc&ionucefers to the use

’
L}

! - '
of language to make statements, convey facts and knowledge, such as to explain,

or to report, etc. The interactional function serves to ensure social main-
f

tenance. This is exhibited in knowledge of slang, jargon, jokes, politeness,

« *

and formality expectations. Tﬁelpersonal function allows a speaker to express

:

]

Feelings and emotions. The heuristic function involves'language used to

- v’

acquire knowledge and to learn about the environment. Heuristic functions are

- ’

often conveyed in tﬁe form of g;?stioas that will lead to answers., Children

o
“

make good use of the heuristic functions in their use of why questions. The

imaginative functions serve to creat imaginary systems of ideas, such as

¢

te“ing fairy tales, writing novels, creating poetry, etc.

A}

¢

Tough (1974) considers two basi¢ functions of language: relational and
ideational. THe first one is used to "maintain the ;elf“ and the latter one

is used to direct one's self to others' actions.

-

As a result of ethnographicysociolingui§tic observations of young child- s
’ .
ren's compunicative inferactions, Wilkinson (1375) developed a list of language

functions specifically related to them. Because of their importance in under-
- = s

standing the language use by school children, the functions are listed below.

~

. ’

Functions of Lanquaae

)
: '
Establishing and maintaining salf

Languaqe for analyzing self .

Language foc expressing self

(for celedrating oc despairing, stc.)

Who am [?

A N

€stablishing and maintaining celations
. Lo-agperating

€apathizing, understanding the othec

fole playing, aimiccy . -

Cuiding, directing tne ather

4ho are you?

@~ 0 >




. / -~ N
‘ J/ ‘- v
, . Wpo/What is : 9 GCiving infacmation .
. We/she/it? 10 Recalling events (past) K v
/ ) 11 Describing present _events
/ Lo 12 Predicting futucs svents -
. K ‘ stataments of intantion

what might heppen
13 Analyzing, classifying
14 Explaining, giving cesson Yar
-7 . 15 Explocing, sdking questiaons, but in ather
ways alsa, by "sounding. aut” people
) 16 Reflecting on awn/others' thoughts, and
’ ) . feelings , T

7

\ statementsof hypothesis

. : ~ ' © (Wilkinson, 1975, pp., 56-57):

»

& J .

-

la her stldy of teacher/children's language interactions;gFiHmore (1979)

' r - . “ 7
suggests several fufictions of language related to children's production and

’ A

comprehension., Samples of functions which she recognizes as important during

classroom nnteracgqons are: to provide and elicit information, to explain,
& C
to describe, tq ¢larify, etc.
‘.0'0
In addition' to research'on language functidns, psycholinguistic research
N 4 .

.

by Cummins was felt to be iéportantﬁto the study of children's language use~in

+ school. Cummins‘(1980) suggests that there are two |ndependenc dnmensudns of
77;},4m4Lmuwa {#+eﬂmﬁyL—1mgﬂ#ffqutaﬁmnt‘hmﬁmamfszFhﬁ”wﬁ‘“xare Fﬂéte&’

go Fiteracy s«nlls, and socnolnngulstnc language sktlls, which are r=Pé;ed to

» /a ) . ——
interversonal communication skills.

-
-
.

Fillmore's (1976) research on the acquisitiom of English skills of

] '

five early elementary schcel children indicates that both aspects of language

“

proficiency suggested by Cymmins have unique but in;errélated cha;gcteristics.

.‘ - - “. e - . - - ~ .
Both are essential for successful achievement and social interaction in “the

2 " ’ el

£1assroom. Fillmore nqtes that sociolinguistic aspects of language are
cructal to the acquisition and develcpment of a second language in early

M o . [ L3 . - M ¢ - -
elementary school children while cognitive-related functions oftan become




more critical for older second-language learners because of the emphasis on

academic performance at higher grade levels. THe implicatlon of Fildmore's

J . { h ]
work is that both sociolinguistic and cognitive-academic’l nguage aspects are

~

important to meaningful and appropriate communication of second language

»
-\

learners.

*

. J

More recent tesearch on language use in the classroom suggests that

-

there are two dichotomous language dimensions. One is more related .to.the

.. ¢

serv&fe of cognition -- academic-related language functions == and the other
is related to the service of interpersonal social interactions =- socio-

affegtive related language functions (Genesee, in press). Successful communi-

7 b

cation with other participants seems to be correlated to the degree to which

the individual ha$ mastered both dimensions'éf language use.

The insights gained from the review of literature together with our

hexperience as educators of language mingrity students provided the basis for
" developing a framework for'traini;g teacher; in language proficiency ‘assessment
Q N .
issues utilizing ethnographi¢/sociol fnguistic.methodologies.
*
a‘ ‘ )

’ ’

I

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ALPBP TEACHER TRAINING PROGRAM: PROCESS AND OUTCOMES

~ : .

Phase |: Bilingual Language Proficienéy Assessment: An Ethnoaraohic Aporoach.

Phasé | of the ALPBP geaéher training program was implemented in the spring

>

oé 1980 by Or. Susan Philips through an agreemeht withy the University

Y

-~of Arizona School of‘Education 8il'ingual Program and the'Co]Iége of Liberal
Arts Anthropology Department to c¢o-sponsor a three credit (45 hr.) graduate
1 . .

Course. TRe course was developed to meet the needs of participatiég teachers,

)
< rd



v, -

It focused on three aspects of language proficiency as they.relate to languag

< - .
3 . t
1 L ] . « f -

mindrity students: o R . : ) ;.
0. Hg?e]s o% tanguage Proficiehéy; o )
.0 L;nguagé P}oficiéhpy in the Bilingﬁal Classroom; .and . .ot
¢ o :J L;ngage'Rréficienc9'inzthe.BfWingea4 Commun i ty. .0 ’

-

’
b3

Through the course teachers wdre provided wi th background in approaches .

7 - -

Y. < « e 3 " . oo !
to the assessment of Tanguage proficiency off language minority students. They
) _— /
.. , . f .
were introduced to basic socidlinguistic and ethnographic concepts related to
. V V » 3

*

Ianguag§ assessment, and were guided in the exploratign of the nature of

-
-

children's language proficiency in both classroom and community contexts.

1y ‘
~ . '

) ‘ , ] ,
_Sourges of_infocmatipn included lectures, readings, and discussions. A more , -

o
& ’ >

detai]ed description of this’aspect of the training component is found in .

N [ - a «

“?hi1ips’,péber, ""An Ethnographic Approach to Language Proficiency Assessment'

|

’ ' - . |

(in press). R ’ N v
- * “ - , ’ 4 M

Phase 11: Development of a Student Observation Instrument to Detérmine the

Cogpmunicative Proficiency of Language Minority Students. The theoretical and

methodological Ts§§es introduced by Philips formed the basis for development. -
\\i
of Phase |1, which took the ﬁor@ of a threerweek intensive workshop. The goal - .,

i
2

of thelworkshop was to provide the participants with practical ethnographic/
. C 03 .

sociolinguistic field techniques which would enable. them to partiéipate in the }
S s . |

¢

development of a teacher observation instrument, With the instructors’ gui&ancel

-- Carmen Simich, a sociolinguist, and Robert Carrasco, an eEhnographgr - -

’ @
. ~

participants developed the TOS. ‘ e

-




B
.
- - ’ . . »
. .

* : ' .

<:’;?heég:::shop |ncludbd a review of the basic coptepts of ethnographlc

m0n|tor|ng in classroom settlngs. Videotapes of interactions between

teacher/student(s) and student(s)/student(s) in elementary bilingua] class~
- - - N \'.
rooms were used to aid in the qgvelopment.of teachers! observation skills.

>

The process was one of guided discovery where, through discussion and brain-

12

storming, teachers were made aware of the wide range of communicative skills

_students use with different participants’in various classroom situations.

<"

The viﬂeotépes provided a means for detailed discussion of teacher/student (s)

. : ’ a8 K “ .
interactions vs. student(s)/student(‘s)\‘interactions which focused on:
. o
- ~
ogg language use, language choice, code-switching and their
relatjonship’ to communicative proficiency;

o students' linguistic repe'rtoires; and.
» 4 ~ -
o) sociolinguistic rules of interaction in the classroom.
. ¥ " ’
S ) . . \ A .

# The discussions resulting from viewing the videotapes were related to gﬁg,,_

]
teachers' practical experlence as ethnographers and partucnpaﬁt observers.”

LY

After VleW|ng the tapes, the participants and workshop leaders agreed that

'\\\_ teachers were the most qualified to make valid emic predlctlons abouty their own

‘students' communicative &bilities. Outside observers, it was concurriﬁ, would not
. - .
generally be aware of the specific rules.of interaction implicitly or explicitly
1
agreed upon by participants in classroom settings.

»

- Early in the workshop,. teachers were asked to list students' behgviorsg‘ﬂ'E
that, in their opinibn, correlated with Ehglish proficiency. The purpose of
the activity was to identify participants' understanding of communicative

-proficiency. - Responses from this informal survey, summarized if Table |, were

analyzed, and grouped into four categories of behaviors. These are:

e -~ ¥




-

’

‘o, , linguistic behaviors related to grammatical, morphological,

. rand syntactic skills .n oral speech,«as well as llteracy
' - skllls,

1.

14
.

1 e . o . N ) .
~ o 'ethnographic/soctol|nguust|cabehavuors related to language
use eonsidering setting, partlc:pants, nonverbal behaviors,
. goats of-interaction, language(s) used by students;

o ' student background factors related to language of the home,
language(s) exposure, years of schooling, etc.; and

o psychologlcal factors related to self-concept -and Ianguage(ﬂ
used in -emotional interactions. -

.
.

Sixty-five percent of the total number of behaviors identified were linguistic,

seventeen percent fell within the ethnographic/%pciolinguistic category,
twelve percent were student background factors and six percent were psycho-
logical factors. - Themost f%eéuent}y cited linguistic Eehaviors focused on
ability to explain, amount of codé-switching(QQring discourse, contribdtion
to discussion aed initiating conversation. Word order, cqmﬁand of syntax,
and vocabulary as well as the abj!igy'to complete writing assignments were
cited as major indicators of “goqd“ writing abil?ty. Listen;;g factors se-

lected were ''good'' receptive ability and understanding verbal cues. Only one

reading skill, the ability to read at‘gradeleveh was named.

A}
x

LN
-

I

Among the most ofteH 3§sted ethnographic/sociolinguistic behaviors were:
‘ . E . .
the language(s) students use dU{ing ‘play situations, the use of nonverbal
- . \“ - 1‘

behaviors, ""language fluency,' and ability to initiate conversation with

+

different participants in distinct contextual settings. Background informa-
tion factors cited were: language of ‘the home, number of years of schooling,

information in students' cumutative files, and ethnic background. Language use

in the home was the one most often mentioned. The psychological factors

designated were: students' shyness or sel f-consciousness, and language(s)

1)

’




Teacher Selected Sictors Usea 29 Ivaluate

-
Scudents® Communicacive droficiency

.
Linguiscic 3enaviors

Nunber 95 Times Sarcentage .
- Selgcred
- : . M
* 3oedking ; .
dexing ‘ R
Co o |
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Use of afalecz(s) 1 |
"Good* Pronunciation 1 |
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, Iniciating conversation 2 . |
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" >
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~ . - 65
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=
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A} . .
”~ ; N
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TOTAL “HUMBER IF TIMES SELELTED '3 |
jcucencs’ 3aexground “accors \ .
Language{s) 3o0ken at “ome . o 5 ‘
Language used -ost frequencly Sy student at “ome . ot |
I~fgemation n students’ cummulacive file i - |
‘lumcer of sears of scacoling . 1 }
.
Izame Saexgroung . v
- 4
TOTAL NUMBER JF TIMES 3ELECTED 2
dsveaological Faczors - |
k ; . L]
Scudent is 'shy or salf conscious' 4
Languageis} J4sed in amocicnal interactions i
. - ] ’
+ TOTAL NUMBER NF TIMES 3ZLECTED 5 -~
“otal umoer 3f 7acsors ; b .
- .
f v
M -

-
-

F 1XY
C
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- used during emotional interaédtions. In short, results from the survey indi- - ¢

. d ' '

cated E?ff;/f - - ' ‘
. - ¢

o teachers' criteria for judging laAguage proficiency is .
geneérally based on< consideration of linguistic factors
with a particular emphasis on oral language skills; - .

- .
.

o few teachers include nonverbal language in their criteria
of communicative performance; and ?

o few teachers consider, in their criteria, students'
appropriate use of language in terms of contextual and
psychological factors affecting, communication.

“ .
"

N

The communicative proficiency moqs} adapted from Briere (1979, see Figure 1)

was discussed with teachers, and related to results from the teacher survey.

The purpose in utilizing this model was to make participants aware that
language use requires speakers/listeners to possess moce than the knowledge

of the grammar of a language and that, sociolinguistic aspects of language

3

should be taken into account when assessing communicative proficiency. After
relating the mbdel to the results of ‘the survey, participants arriveg at the °
conclusion that there was a 'need to consider the communicative p}oficiency of

the}r'students‘in terms of both linguistic and sociolinguistic skills.,

The review of basic ethnayraphic concepts, discussion of the results from
the teachers' survey of communicative proficiency factors, and a modified
socidlinguistic model of communicative proficiency (Briere, 1979) provided o

the foundation for the inductive process used to develop the T0S.

<

The major questions raised during its conceptualization and development

v

were:

0 What kinds %f functional language skills does the
language minority student bring to schodl?
o In which language(s), social contexts, and for what
" purposes does the student communicate best?

-

' - ¢ )

14 !
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o- « In which language(s) does the student have the widesy -
, contextual range of commumicative abilities?

-0 What kinds of communicative skills does the student
.o need td master’' in order to participate appropriately . .
' . \fs a member Qf the school speech community? -~~~ : -

v » .
. - - - ’

- . N . ¥}

A ¢ important Jin the process of developing the TOS was the selection of oo
- ' . . B
. contextual settings in which to observe students' communicative interactions}

Y
‘. '

the language(s] of instruction, directness or indirectness of. '"teacher talk "

and classroom organnzatlon (teacher-centered VS, student—centered) The:

P

Ianguage characteristics and Iingui%tic background of the student were also oo

considered consequential for the plannlng of the TOs. Ethnographic; socio-

|IngulSth and educational varwables consudered sxgnlflcant were: background

.

of parents, number of siblings at home, age, Vanguage use at home and in thé

N - 2 -

4 - ‘ ~
community, ethnohistorical and ethnolinguistic information. e

Al

The recognition that students have varied repertoires of functional

language use in different situations and with different participants, motivated

< N .

é; the selection of some components of speech events suggested by Hymes (1972) as the
the basis for developung the TOS. "Table 2 describes those components used

/ M -

during the initial stage of defelopment. . They were: setting, participants, . .
. ~ channel of communication, Ianguages used and discodrse :¢haracteristics.
' TABLE 2 . . . p
<. ‘

COMPONENTS OF THNSTRUCTIONAL EVENTS 70 BE CONSIDERED
IN THE DEVE[.Q?HENT OF THE IEACHEB 0BSERVATION SYSTEM

. ~
<

, - Channels Language(s) iy 0,rse Characteristics
-Settling h I Part‘!clpants * of comm\,n[c.tlog Used

A

A \ Instructlionsl Teacher/Student(s) speakling Engllish coherence . i

L) . . \’3

. + (formal) ' student/Student(s) \ l_lsten:lng Spanish comglexlity

T , LT - reading } « 77 . adequacy of vocabulary .
vs., : . . 1

- .

&

1]
Non-instructional writling . . code-switching

{informa]) events




v

L] . - .

Ideally, an ethnographic approach to language proficiency assessment
- - < R

consists of observing a student in the comaiunity, home and school contexts.

¥

’ . . ’
» .. However, because of the impracticability of doing so in all three domains,

-~ N

. . it was decided to obtain community and home informatian .through student
. -

.

. interviews and other available school records, and to only Jdbserve students

- N ) . » : .
in the school setting. S,
/’ ) 4

The advantages and disadvantages of using the categories of setting,
l. - - * . . ’ .

s parwicipant(s), sociolingyistic behaviors, etc., was a critical.issue of
j - " e -~ .

.+ discussion in thehdevelbpment of the T0S. After considering the range of

- .

. . / . -
.speech events'that usually occur in a schoql day., thfee represgntative'

- CY . ‘ -
. *sjtuations 4nd soci

-~ L

al contexts were chosen. In order to assist observers in
4 &, 'y ®

, ‘ . /
. the description of stuaengs' communicative behavior in the different inter-
b . .o ‘ A o . .
actional contéxts, basic questions were develoged. The questions provide a
’ i
guide to the obseryer in describing a student's range of communicative skills.
- - B . [ S . :
* The questions and interactions are described in Table 3. : ‘ o
“( R
¢ L% v -
TABLE - } ) .
. . 1es
Juuvnlon QU!ST{‘&NS IN SOCIAL TOMTEXTS
Y ’ . ’
T Soclal Conl:xn! ) *\‘n,ll Ofrected ' Peer Growp
N . . Jnstructional Instructianal Non-lnstructional Other
N J Questions to be |8 Vhat language(s) and/or r;onvnhal hoh.avlqr 3re used by the student v
g answered during to communlcatel .
N v v observatlions . V\.cﬂ the chiid does not communicate verbally, what evidence 4o you
. . .‘ . P seq that Indicatas understanding? Oescribe the behavior obterved.
© i [ '
- ] 2, th:v the student does not 1;"':0 undarstand, what does she/ha do
‘ ¢ . to tlarlly the sityatlon? Describe the communicative behavior
N ot"rvcd.' " -
) ) Deas the student fotlow the imellcit and expliclt rules of zommunlie
catlon of the soclal context you are okserving?
1 3 . ]6 . “ . -
O ‘ .
« . : 0
ERIC ‘ ~ i9
, R \N:" <t . LI e . .
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1
The field test version of the TOS (Appendix A) has three components: ;

Section |: 8ackground Information * ’ . . e
[4

. , / ) ‘ Y
Sectio_g I Teacher Observation Data Sheet . = === T

Section IIl: Description of Observation Data

A\l

Sectione consists of a three part questionnaire: studeht information,r optimal

student information, and teacher information. The first part includes q~uestions‘ 3

~

regarding basic information about a student's name, age, sex, birthdate and
- N *

language usage. The second part contains questions about previous schooling ,‘{u

- . . ‘ T~ !
experiences and language(s) used in the home. The third part includes ,ques.tigns S

“d .k

- -e ‘ .
about the teacher's language background. Section Il “includes four social

’
L

‘ s
contexts used to describe students' communicative behavior. Three basic .

1 DR
Rl

questions guide the obServer to focus on specific communicative'behavior. -, o

{

SR . & - ~ .

Section Il consists of two parts. In part one, teacher summarizes ,the
- o ,

D\

: ) b
observed student's communicative behavior. In par /w0, extralinguistic factors

that may affect students' communicative ability (e.g., physical, emotio’nal,

-

and/or social) are de?_crib'ed. R

¥

>

. . !‘

- - 3

. . / ) ‘ .
. . ‘

A preliminary UsageMgnual for use with the TOS was also developed. It .

@

consists of four sections:

. ‘ o Introduction |
‘ , . O Rationale: desc ipti,bri of the ethnographic/sociolinguistic 1
___.,..-J o . theories and methodologies underlying the develop- ‘ ‘
. . men the T0S
' o How t use the T0S . i
o Glossarly of terms . S
. ' i
) ~ ‘. .
- Py . R - . T . - . . |
- The TOS Usage Manual has not been revised since it was originally developed ‘
\ during the second ALPBP teacher training w‘orkshop.' . .

Y o 17 )
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The introduction summarizes the purpose of the T0S. The ratibnalé

provides the theoretical and methodological approaches which‘serve as a

The third section describes how to use the T0S. The glossary of terms defines .
- — 4

terminology used in the TOS and in the TOS Usage Manual.

Phase !l1: Toward a Validation of the T0S. |t was recognized that before the

TOS could be validated and be of practical uée to teachers, it was necessaF?
}

to.detgrmine whether:

o, :he selected TOS |nteract|onal ‘contexts sample valid
presentatlons of students‘ ‘classroom interactions;

o the three questions for each interactional context
- solicit from the observer an'accurate description of
Wy . the observed students' functianal language abilities;
o behaviors described by teachers focus on a description

of functional language use; ,

) it is possible to identify students' functional ~ . ,
abilities through observation of selected classroom.
events; - and

o it is'possible to develop a representative number
‘of communicative performance indicators based on
identification of functional language abilities.

. In order to clarify these issues and in preparation for field testing of

the 70S, participants were further.trained in the use of microethnographic/

e
-~

sociolinguistic field methods to identify how children use language for
functional purposes. The workshop was oqdanized by Charlene Rivera and Carmen

Simich. 1t was expected that participants would gain a better understanding

of what studénts need to know in order to accomplish communicative tasks

- .

)

framework ﬁpr'an interpretation of students' communicative proficiency. T




I .
»
Ly

: . . ' .
during classroom interactions, with the goal of relating this understanding

o |

RIC

to the observation tqsk; ou;]ingdwln the TOS. The_workshggﬂwa§»prg§njg§g_§§wu,,w

c b
follows: ’ ‘ \
o a review of basic concepts of language -proficiency and (
language proficiency assessment; - ]
e} a review of the anthropological orientation of t'doing ¢
‘ ethnography'' in classroom settings; ) o
) a revieW of the nature and intent of the TO0S; and o
\ | ’
o *a formal introduction to functional uses of .language
in the school, home, and community settings ‘and their .
’ retationship to the teacher observation tasks outlined )

in the TOS. -

-

The field testing of the TOS was incoéboralgd ints the two-day session.

“

Teachers were paired and assignéd to different schools to observe students

from kindergarten to ninth grade in chosen instructional events. Each teacher

‘
-

recorded his/her observations individually. The half day observations were

14

t N g v
to be recorded in terms of functional language‘used by the observed students

and other participants, e.g., teacher, peers, etc. Two teachers were assigned
. . .

to observe the same student in order to compare observations and increase

14 . A
.

observer reliability. Following the observations, instructors and participants
. v .

discussed the problems and rewards of the experience. Based on their insights

into the procegs, small groups reviewed the experience, brainstormed, and

discussed possible "indicators' of communicative ?roficiencyl Participants

.o L L g
also made recommendations' for changes in TOS content and format.

Efforts in the Development and Validation of the T0OS. In-late May, 1981,

.

a meetihg was held between ALPSP project personnel and a representative from

LN

Tucson Unfied School District: The purpose of the meeting was to develop

LR—

criteria for anafyzing the TOS field test data. The criferia agﬁéed upon was:

» -
& ’

19 r)1



o] whether the observer answered the three questions for
each of the four‘social contexts posed in the TOS (see
. Table 3); L A ;

[4
o] whether the observer provided a complete and accurate )
description of.the social contexts observed; oo

| o whether the observer described a student's behavior
\ . .
| in terms of -functional language-use; and
| . . - . 12
‘ o  whether the observer's summary of the observation

recommendations for student placement were represen=

tative of their description of the student's functional

] b. ] . . . . . N

. language abilities . ’

+

Because the TOS wa{at the field test stagé, the ALPBP staff were con-

cerned that TUSO would attempt to identify "indicators'' of communicative .

proficiency based only on the field test. Howewer, after reviéwing the field

i . . ’
test results, the concensus of the ALPBP staff and the TUSO representative

.

was that, at most, the data could provide a sample list of communicative
LI Y -3,

functions related to language proficiency identified at the time of the field

"

-~

test. Most importantly, it was concurred that the data could not compensate

§, .

for an ethnographic/sociolinguistic Study of natural language wse in elemen-
tary classrooms to inyestigate what ''ways of speaking" (Hymes, 1972, 1974)

or i’unct_ional uses of language that are available to participants in school

.

settings. Based.on identification of reliable and valid indicators, it would

" then be possible to determine what sociolinguistic skills students.need in

~

.\ order to be considered proficient communicators. Once reliable and.valid

indicators are identified, it would then be possible to formally validate'the

T0S or an\'{ other similar ’%nstrument.

L .
. S .
| ) -
w PN - .
- ‘ '
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’
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Cénclusion

\

L ]
In this concluding Section, the 1

imitations and significance of the ALPBP
teacher training program in Iutsdn are described. Themburpose'is to provide

—~—

»

T

evaluative information regarding the ethnographic/sociolinguistic approach to
language proficiency assessment. -

.
\, . Fs ]
A
, P

Limitations of an Ethnographic/Sociolimguistic Approach to Language Proficiencﬂ'

N

o,y V~‘ ” -
- -7M ity N

o P
.,wﬁggbjw*g .

s 2

-~

TR

ﬁfﬁi“.

.

23

Assessment. The limitations of the approach were found to be related to its

o
e

implementation in actual classroom situqtioné rather than to its cortteptual

framework (Phi#lips, in presé). The most significant deterﬁ?hanés of successful

k! implementation in Tucson were found: to be:

%i o the working relationship between teachers and administrators;

[ o) the time required to become familiar with the ethnographic/

& sociolinguistic-orientation to language proficiency

A assessment; = - '

2

}% o} the educatioPal background of teachers; and -

i& o .the characteristics of the ethnographic/sociolinguistic .
B approach. v .

%1 The Working Relationship Aéong TUSD Educators. Cooperation of educators
'{Z )

%1
\%2‘

to participate in any training proéram is highly related to the working relaj

tionship between teachers and administrators. In the.case of TUSD, some
‘tension was evidenced between teachers

and administrators because of inadequate
w.communication between the two.
\;'i

hs‘
4

%Pout the administrative details which affected them. On the otHer hand,
b .
9 A

it was evident that interna

I

On the one hand, teachers sometimes felt

mpotent and‘frustrated because they were not always sufficiaqntly informed

‘l school district changes and pressurés/éere :
‘ ;gf}ected in-the administrators' relationship with the teachers, and for this’
" .
r%?SOn, administrative detatls were not always communicate& to teachers. -
ERIC - ‘

&
S
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Despite this tensian, the graduél involvement and ac;gptanée of the fdeas
*a

presented during the ALPBP training sessiofis became a motivating force for

both teachers: 8nd admipistrators to éooperate fully.

-7

*

The Time Factor. Time to assimilate Basic theoretical concepts and to

) . . . .. ‘ . o '
become experienced in their appljcatian was found to be a problematic aspift 1
’ |
|
1
|

in the training of the Tucson teachers. The time alloted: for training was

. ¥ -

négot?atedkby ALPSP'sggff with the TUSD Iiafsons and was limited primarily

by district constraints.

Although each of the three phaées of+the training program was\carefulry

planned, difficulties arose in coordinating sufficient leave time for .teachers

to attend extended training sessions. Short intgrmitﬁent sessions were not .

generally possible because the major consultants were not in the Tucson area,

The participating teachers found that the short intense training sessions did

not always allow sufficient time to absorb and understand the new theoretical

concepts being introduced. One teacher supmarizéd the feeling by indicating
that the ''time (was) too rushe&.“ She ;elx'“overwhelmed with informatioms,'
Other teachers suggested tﬁat more time should have been given f;r additional
pr;;tiée and demonstration of observational techniques. lgeally, partici#ants

concurred, trgining sessions should be distributed throughout the school |

year to alléw for cl;rificatioh of theoretical concepts and their application |
* in the classroom. ’ . . )

»

. Teacher Educational Background. Teachers do not generally have a back- |
LY * - i
v q - h . . . |
ground in child language development or second language acquisition issles.
° |

They are not familiar with communicative patterns of interaction .of multicultural/

b - . ’

multilingual student populations; nor are they familiar with the rationale



-

for assessing language proficiency. In Tucson, it'was.found that teachers

highly correlate English language proficiency with knowledge of discrete

grammatical/phonological items. 'Thq participant survey (Table 1) confirmed

]

that 'bilingual educators,were mot consciously aware of how sociocultura} ™~

variables influence the manner fa which morpholaogical’, phonological and

[ . . - . P - - * b
lexical items are integrated into cohesive discourse. Teachers' concerns

regarding the assessment of students' language proficiency were, in general,

- . -

focused on ease ofetest administration and interpretation of test result's
’ >
rather than with the nature and scope of children's language and its

. valid measurement. A general recommendation from the instructors who worked

A\l
»

with the teachers was that courses in linguistics, including child language
development, second language acquisition, and language proficiency assessment,

be integfated into undergraduate programs so that the new generation of
. ) I L
teachers’is prepared to deal with the complexities of assessing the language ~*
proficiency of language minority students.
o " o

Characteristics of the Ethnographic/Sociolinguistic Approach. The

approach requires systematic observation, by a participant observer, of students'i'

- ,
Se

language use ‘in maturally occurring communicative situations in different domains:

[S

community,'home and school. The role of participant observer has two dimensions:
l ’ -

©

’ ~ [ [
that of~a<?é€;ched, objective observer, and that of an active participant. As
&

such, it requires a person to observe and, at Fhe same time, participate in

communicative interactions from a detached yet focused perspective.
- . b4

Ih attempting to utilize this approach in the TOS it was found that this
v * \_
dual role can, and generally is, pro@lematlc because it requires that the

LIEY L

teacher concentrate attention on the ¢ mmupicative behaviors of one student

~

while simultaneously maintaining the teacher role providing meaningful learning

-




S

activities for all students in the classroom. Howéver, because of the nature -

/

&

+of the T0S, which favors observatjons by participants who already have an - .

*

"insiders" knleedge of social rules of language use in each inoividJaIAclass-

) .
room, it was decided to use this approach. ”
A3 ..' "

- X . ’

.

Y
)

’ - &

<
- .

.

° teachers' awareness of the holistic nature of Janguage;
- 14 .

in théir self-assessment of classroom organization and
. management practnces, and

’
~

o *the development of an ethnographit/sociolinguistic
language proficiency instrument, the TOS.

~

A

- ,4»%!‘&‘*'

L]

-

that affect communication.

.

2h

C) e

specific grammatical and phonological items without consideration of the

Significance of the éthnographic/Sociolinguistic Approach to TrainingLTeéchePs
in Language Proficiency Assessment Issues. Desplte the limitations descr:bed
abOve, there were seVeral significant outcomes, from the ALPBP teacher tralnfno

wftroach to Ianguage proficiency assessment The major outcomes were:

o changespin teachers' philosophy of education, as reflected

Teachers' Awareness of the Holistic Nature of Language. The holistic
orientation to the nature of language and language proficiency assessment is

an umportant aspect of the ethnographnc/soC|ol|ngU|st|c apprqech to language

.- .

proficiency assessment. Within this non-traditional approach, language
proficiency is defined as knowledge of the grammar of a language together

with knowledge of the rules of language use. In addition to linguistic variables,
sociqcultural and sociolinguistic variables, such as setting, participant(s),
topic(s) of.interaction, language(s) used at home, school and community are
'acknowledged. This approach is‘in cont}ast to the more traditional one where

the major criterion for evaluating’Ienguage_proficiency is knowtedge of

-

’ . . N, e e e e v,
rules of interaction and other sociocultural and sociolinguistic variables



.~ . different participants in various social contexts. This ‘understanding

,

& -

*
. . N v

.The observations of children's communicative interactions and class

.

discussions prowdizj;he opportunity, for teachers to become more conscious of

.. the influence of sogiolinguistic factors in children’s language use. Awareness

.. o . ' -~ ]
of the holisgic nature of language motjvated participants to reanalyze their

understanding of language use and its role inglassroom communication and-

learning. .0One teacher summarized, 'l gained additional insight into communi-
cation as a whole package." Another teacher said, "'l now understand communi-
cation is not only verbal." One teacher indicated, ”(jnam now) more observant

¥ L}

of the manner in which children communicate...! have learned to focus on the
\ — 14

A

function of communicative behaviors...to not only_liSteh to what*is or is not

said but to pay more attention &o how the message is communicated."

-

&

Changes in Philosophy of Education. The understanding and acceptance of

the ethnographic/sociolinguistic approach and subsequent changes in philosophy

-
® ~

. . N . . .
of educatidn were evidenced by comments -and discussions between participating
teachers and instructors. Through the training, teachers became more conscious

_ P
of the néed-to expose children to differeat situations }n order to promote '

motivation and learning through & variety of communicative interactidns with

-

influenced some teachers to modify their views regarding classroom organization
’ . -
and management. One teacher indicated, "(l now) organize_physically in order

to allow for more fFiedom of interaction.' Another teacher stated, 'l feel an

~increased sensitivity,to the perqggﬁions children have of their environment,

.

especially of their school environment. | feel more acutely aware of the
various.levels of activity occurring in the classroom and school."

. v »
-




‘ ]
| N ‘ -

The Development ofi the TOS. The development of a non-t"r.aditional_instru-j

' "
ment, the T0S, was another significant outcome of the ALPBP training. The TOS

.

is ‘the first instrument w7ich attempts to relate focused teacher observations-

of students' functional I\anguag.e use in’'classroom settings ‘and commupicative

~
.

"proficiency. The development of the TOS is important betause it has the

. . S
potential of providing teachers with an instrument which acknowledges the- ",

. 4.
wide range of communicative abilities of langu?ge minority students. Aléﬁough
”

- ~

3
.

the T0S itself is not yet validated and possibly névé‘r will l;é, it erreSen 3

- -

‘an important innovation in language proficiency assessment practice which has

A

-

far reaching implications for educators servicing language minority students.

- LY
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NOTES -

1. Philips, S. A course on bilingual languige proficiency assessment.
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